Vol. 4, No. 47 Monday, November 24, 1958 Dallas, Texas Soa——inn 


DAN SMOOT 


INCOME TAX 


Every person in the United States can buy a printed copy of the government’s budget 
each year. If everyone knew how to do this, could afford it, and had enough interest to do it 
— what could he do with the thing after he receives it? The annual budget is usually a volume 
of about 1000 large pages, filled with small print; and, by the time the average person can get 
a copy, Congress has already acted on a large portion of it. Only a very small percentage of 
the people could ever find time to read the budget. Only a smaller percentage of these would 
understand it; and by the time they got through it, the budget would be past history anyway. 


_ How, then, can the people supervise the budgeting and taxing and spending of their 
government? Depend on their elected representatives in Congress to keep close watch and 
eliminate harmful or unnecessary items? 


It is doubtful that anyone on earth ever reads the federal budget — reads it entirely and 
comprehensively, that is. No one writes or prepares the budget. The thing is put together by 
literally thousands of government employees in hundreds of different agencies. Practically 
every federal agency has a group of employees who spend all their time drawing up the 
agency’s next annual budget. They spend tax money to justify their agency’s demands for 
more tax money. They prepare charts, graphs, statistical tables, and commentary; and they 
prepare summaries which go to the Director of the Budget, who uses them for preparing the 
President’s budget messages and the annual budget report. Carefully prepared presentations 
go with each agency representative who appears before committees of Congress to testify in 
behalf of the budget requests. 


Each agency wants to show that it has used its appropriations well. Each one wants to 
g-ow — to hire more people and acquire more jurisdiction, because growth means better jobs 


fi wr all. 
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Think of the job your Congressman or Sen- 
ators have in trying to supervise this operation, 
presuming that you have representatives who 
want to. With thousands of other important 
demands on his time, your Congressman: does 
not have time to read the budget, either. He 
‘can read small sections dealing with matters of 
special interest to his constituency, or of special 
importance to his long-range political ambi- 
tions; but, for the most part, he must depend 
on testimony from government agencies. 


Each witness from each agency is armed with 
material that a corps of government experts 
has spent a whole year in preparing. Each one 
has anticipated every question that the Con- 
gressmen can possibly ask in the few minutes 
they have for such questioning. Every bit of 
testimony from every executive agency of gov- 
ernment is designed to show that the safety, 
prosperity, happiness, and general welfare of 
the nation will be impaired if Congress cuts the 
budget request. 


Each agency head knows that no Congress- 
man can study the operations of his agency 
thoroughly enough to know where important 
savings could be made; yet he also knows that 
many Congressmen, answerable to the people 
whose money is being spent, must make ges- 
tures in support of economy. Consequently, 
the executive agencies make it easy for Con- 
gress: they pad their budget requests, asking 
for more than they expect. Congressmen, 
“fighting for reduction in spending,” can re- 
duce the federal budget request by several bil- 
lion dollars and still give all agencies what they 
really want. The Congressmen and Senators 
can then go before their voters and boast that 
they have successfully fought for economy and 
efficiency in government; yet big government 
continues to mushroom. The whole monstrous 
system is an incomprehensible, uncontrollable, 
blood-sucking operation, sapping the strength 
and courage and moral integrity of the nation. 
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Any Congressman or Senator, daring to 
fight the system earnestly, can be inundated 
with tax-supported (or tax-exempt) propa- 
ganda which brands him as a do-nothing reac- 
tionary who, presumably, enjoys watching old 
and sick people suffer, who hates hungry chil- 
dren, and who wants his nation left defenseless 
in the face of foreign enemies. 


Efforts of Congress to exercise control nearly 
always miscarry, because the system is no 
longer susceptible of “control.” 


For example: Section 6108 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 requires the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue to publish, 
annually, statistics on the operation of federal 
tax laws. The purpose of this provision is ob- 
vious: to let American taxpayers know exactly 
where all federal revenue comes from so that 
an informed public opinion can be reflected in 
any future revisions of the laws. 


As far as I can tell, the Internal Revenue 
Service has been complying faithfully with this 
provision of the law; yet, the IRS reports do 
more to frustrate than to inform the public — 
not because they are badly or dishonestly 
prepared, but because their size makes them 
unavailable for public understanding. The 
Internal Revenue Service Reports deepen the 
general feeling that government is a gigantic 
and complicated thing which citizens can not 
sensibly criticize — that, therefore, the duty 
of citizenship is to support the programs of our 
leaders, trusting them to recommend only what 
is best for us. 


It takes the Internal Revenue Service several 
years to compile and publish a full statistical 
report on the operation of tax laws for any one 
year; but the service can comply with the law’s 
requirement for annual reports by issuing press 
releases, special tables, and preliminary report:. 


To illustrate: On October 29, 1958, the Ir- 
ternal Revenue Service released a press stat¢- 
ment commenting generally on tax collectiors 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and 
distributing tables showing the government s 
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tax collections by geographical regions and by 
kind of tax. 


This will be followed (probably in 1960) 
with a “Preliminary Report” on the 1958 tax 
year. Later, the “Preliminary Report” will be 
followed by the full report. When the full 
report finally comes, it will be so big and com- 
olicated that only a few tax specialists will ever 
-ead it. It will not be timely for press analysis 
and comment, because it will deal with a year 
already buried and forgotten under the ava- 
ianche of history. 


Nonetheless, the Internal Revenue Service’s 
various releases and reports on the operation of 
our tax laws contain information which Amer- 
icans need to see and understand. 


The IRS press release of October 29, 1958, 
says: 
“Internal revenue collections data for fiscal year 


1958 ended June 30, 1958, were made public today.... 


“Total internal revenue collections for the fiscal 
year 1958 amounted to $80.0 billion. Although this 
was slightly below the all-time high of $80.2 billion 
collected last year, the 1958 total was the second high- 
est in history in spite of a temporary downturn in 
business. 


_ “Individual income and employment taxes rose to 
$47.2 billion, a gain of $0.6 billion over the preced- 
ing year; however, this increase, together with a 
slight increase in excise tax collections, was not suffi- 
cient to offset the decreases of almost $1 billion in 
cor poration income and profits tax collections.” 


Consider the period of time covered by that 
brief report: the year which began July 1, 
1957, ended June 30, 1958. 


That was the year in which the first Russian 
sputnik was launched. The people in charge of 
the vast taxing and spending of our govern- 
ment pointed to the sputnik as proof that we 
hadn’t been taxing and spending enough — 
tiat we had fallen disastrously behind in the 
most vital area of national defense. 


The 1958 fiscal year was a year of worldwide 
demonstrations of hatred and contempt for 
America: South American mobs stoning and 
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spitting upon the Vice President of the United 
States; mobs of Frenchmen sacking United 
States Information Agency centers in North 
Africa; the murdering of Americans and the 
destruction of American property throughout 
the Middle East; bandits in Cuba and commu- | 
nist police elsewhere kidnapping American 
soldiers, offering no apologies and receiving no 
punishment for their deeds. Congressional and 
administration leaders responsible for our 
costly foreign policy pointed to its ghastly fail- 
ures as proof that we needed to spend more 
money on the same policy. 


The 1958 fiscal year was a year when the 
American public educational system (which 
is, without question, the most expensive educa- 
tional system in the world) was universally 
criticized as inadequate and ineffective. 


The 1958 fiscal year was a year when 
Congressional leaders, who have appropriated 
countless billions of tax dollars to manage and 
improve the American economy, were saying 
that our economy was in bad shape despite the 
years of taxing and spending and that, there- 
fore, we should greatly increase the spending. 


The 1958 fiscal year was a year when the 
federal government again went in the red — 
spent more than it collected in taxes. 


Y et, in the 1958 fiscal year, the federal gov- 
ernment took more taxes out of the pockets of 
American individuals than in any other year in 
history. 


The Geography of Federal Taxes 


In the 1958 fiscal year, the federal govern- 
ment’s tax collections totalled $79,978,476,- 
000.00. Here are the nine geographical regions 
which produced virtually all of this sum: 


1. New York City Region Picasso are $15,348,079,000.00 
(covering State of New York) ; 
2. Chicago Region .............. 14,138,785,000.00 


(Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin) 
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3. Philadelphia Region .......... 10,881,814,000.00 
(Pennsylvania, Maryland, New Jersey, 
Delaware) 


4, Cincinnati Region ............ 10,268,007 ,000.00 
(Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, West 
Virginia, Virginia) 


5. San Francisco Region.......... 9,186,404,000.00 
(California, Idaho, Montana, Hawaii, 
Arizona, Oregon, Nevada, Utah) 

6. Omaha Region ............... 5,907,400,000.00 
(Nebraska, South Dakota, Wyoming, 
Colorado, Iowa, North Dakota, 
Missouri, Minnesota, Kansas) 


7. .............. 5,380,520,000.00 
(Georgia, Alabama, South Carolina, 
North Carolina, Mississippi, 
Florida, Tennessee) 


4,549,709,000.00 
(Texas, New Mexico, Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Oklahoma) 


(Massachusetts, Maine, Vermont, 
Connecticut, New Hampshire, 

Rhode Island) 


From the first day of George Washington’s 
first administration in 1789 to the first day of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s first administration in 
1933 —a 134-year span which included the 
period when we had to pay off the national 
debts incurred during our Revolutionary War; 
and included the War of 1812, the Mexican 
War, the War Between the States, the Spanish- 
American War, and World War I — the total 
tax collections of the federal government were 
$91,586,076,130.00. This averages less than 
684 million dollars a year. In 1958, taxpayers 
in the city of Los Angeles alone paid $3,768,- 
148,000.00 in federal taxes. In other words, 
the people of Los Angeles paid more than five 
times as much federal tax in 1958 as all the 
people of our entire nation averaged paying 
each year for the first 134 years of our history. 


Who Pays The Federal Tax? 


Many Americans now know that the pro- 
gressive income tax system (the kind we have) 
was designed by communists as a means of de- 
stroying private capitalism. Karl Marx, in the 
Communist Manifesto published in 1848, 
listed the steeply graduated, or progressive, in- 
come tax system as one of the ten main 
weapons of communism. 
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The progressive income tax system was not 
sold to Americans as a communist scheme. It is 
likely that most of the leading politicians who 
supported the Sixteenth (or income tax) 
amendment, adopted in 1913, were not aware 
that this amendment to our Constitution 
would institute a communist system of taxa- 
tion. They no doubt thought the progressive 
income tax would be good for America. They 
talked loftily (and, perhaps, honestly) about 
“equalizing the tax load” and “putting the 
most tax on those best able to pay.” 


In any fair taxing system, a rich man should 
pay more taxes than a poor man. A man who 
owns or makes 100 times as much as his neigh- 
bor should pay 100 times as much tax — 
because he has 100 times more property or 
income requiring the essential services of gov- 
ernment. But making people pay an income 
tax proportionate to their wealth was not the 
idea of the “‘equalizing the tax load” argu- 
ments. This is not progressive, or graduated, 
income tax. Progressive income tax is a dis- 
criminatory, autocratic kind that charges one 
citizen a higher rate of taxation than it charges 
another. 


A man who makes 100 times more than his 
neighbor often has to pay more than a thou- 
sand times as much tax. 


Why would Americans ever adopt such a 
system, which violates every political and gov- 


ernmental principle that made their nation 
great? 


To be quite blunt about it, Americans were 
sold on the progressive income tax scheme, 
because it appealed to their greed. This was 2 
way to soak-the-rich. Soaking the rich instinc- 
tively appeals to everyone who is not rich; anc 
those who are not rich vastly outnumber thos: 
who are. It’s easy for them to carry the da) 
at the polls. 


But just what have they carried? Who actu- 
ally gets soaked by the federal income tax? 


On August 28, 1958, the Internal Revenue 
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Service released its Preliminary Report on 
Individual Income Tax Returns for 1956. 


The news release accompanying this publi- 
cation says: 

“The number of individual income tax returns 
filed for 1956 and the income tax reported reached a 
record high....the 59.2 million individual income 
tax returns filed for 1956 represented an increase of 


more than 900 thousand over the number filed for 
1955.” 


The 59.2 million individuals who filed in- 
come tax returns paid a total of 32.7 billion 
dollars in federal individual income taxes. One- 
tenth of that great total was taken out of the 
pay checks of individuals whose annual income 
was between $5000 and $6000 a year. 


10.3% of the total individual federal in- 
come taxes in 1956 were paid by people whose 
income for the year was between $10,000 and 
$15,000. 


9.3% of the total was paid by people with 
income between $6000 and $7000. 

9.2% of the total, by people with income 
between $25,000 and $50.000. 

7.6%, from incomes between $7,000 and 
$8,000. 

6.5% from incomes between $50,000 and 
$100,000. 

6.0% from incomes between $8,000 and 
$9,000. 

5.1% from incomes between $4,500 and 
$5,000. 

4.6% from incomes between $4,000 and 
$4,500. 

4.6% from incomes between $15,000 and 
$20,000. 

4.4% from incomes between $9,000 and 
$10,000. 

4.0% from incomes between $3,500 and 
54,000. 

3.2% from incomes between $20,000 and 
525,000. 

3.1% from incomes between $3,000 and 
$3,500. 
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2.4% from incomes between $2,500 and 
$3,000. 


2.2% from incomes between $100,000 and 
$150,000. 


1.7% from incomes between $2,000 and 
$2,500. 


1.7% from incomes between $200,000 and 
$500,000. 


1.1% from incomes between $1,500 and 
$2,000. 


.9% from incomes between $150,000 and 
$200,000. 


.9% from incomes of 1 million dollars or 
more. 


.7% from incomes between $1,000 and 
$1,500. 


.6% from incomes of $500,000 to a million. 


.1% from incomes: between $600 and 
$1,000. 


Sixty percent of all federal individual in- 
come taxes came from the paychecks of work- 
ers making less than $10,000. Thirty-three 
percent came from workers making less than 
$6000. Workers making less than $2500 a 
year paid more individua! income tax than all 
wealthy people whose incomes were $200,000 
a year or more. 


What To Do 


Several things about the federal income tax 
system should be obvious. 


It does soak the rich, and everyone else — 
particularly those who have a hard time mak- 
ing ends meet. It has enabled the federal gov- 
ernment to grow into such a frankenstein of 
power and complexity that controls and safe- 
guards and economy are quite impossible. 
Americans making less than $5000 a year 
(which is poor man’s wages for any head-of- 
family in contemporary America) are taxed 
billions a year to subsidize communist and 
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socialist rulers abroad, to provide foreign-aid 
contracts for big industries, to subsidize air- 
lines, to pay lush subsidies to big farming syn- 
dicates, to pay the salaries of millions of well- 
paid government employees whose activities 
are so vast and expensive that no one on earth 
knows how to effect economies or savings. 


It should be obvious that the only thing we 
can do to keep this tax-and-spend monster 
from consuming us is to eliminate it. It is 
beyond all possibility of reform. Direct federal 
income tax was unconstitutional during the 
first 124 years of our national life. There are 
few, who know, who will deny that we had 
better government in that period than we have 
ever had since. 


We could have good, responsible govern- 
ment again, if we would repeal the income tax 
amendment and compel the federal govern- 
ment to discontinue all unconstitutional activi- 
ties. 


Progressive Education 


The following essay is, I am glad to see, 
getting wide circulation. It was written by 
Mrs. Walter Ferguson and first published in the 
Memphis Press-Scimitar. I reprint it here from 
the column of Mrs. Garland Cullum, The Dal- 
las Times-Herald: 


“Sometimes I shudder to think how under privi- 
leged the adolescents of my generation were. It’s a 
mystery how we got through our teens in such an 
atmos phere of repression. 


“We had no important status in family or com- 
munity. People did not ask our opinions on world 
events. We never got together to discuss the faults of 
our parents, or extol our own superior intelligence. 
At 13 we were still referred to as children and 
slapped down if we ‘sassed’ a grownup. 


“We stood when our elders came into a room, and 
said, ‘Yes, sir’ and ‘No, sir’ to our fathers. Our 
_ mothers selected our clothes since in that benighted 
age it was taken for granted that people who paid 


- them would have the privilege of helping choose 
them. 
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“The time for a daughter’s formal coming out was 
decided by her parents —never by the 12-year-old 
set. Boys didn’t buy corsages for girls until they 
earned the money to pay for them. Family decisions 
were made by dad and mother and —until mar- 
riages — sons and daughters expected to obey them. 
We never were told we had a ‘right’ to education. 
Schooling was a privilege and school teachers were 
looked up to as valuable members of society. 


“Newspapers carried no special sections devoted 
to youthful doings, though paper was plentiful and 
cheap. No magazines were written down to our level. 
Teen-agers were expected to learn to read what 
adults read, which was a part of education. 


“We were supposed to adjust ourselves to society, 
not force society to adjust to us. Any grownup of that 
eriod would have considered himself a fool if he 
ad dallied with the idea that he had less wisdom 
than his own adolescents. 


“But then —the poor adults had never heard of 
progressive education!” 


Christmas, or Something 
by Mabeth E. Smoot 


The annual campaign to remove Christ 
from Christmas has been launched again this 
year with renewed zeal. 


““Winter Festival” or “Brotherhood Week,” 
must replace Christmas programs—in schools, 
especially. This has become an annual, nation- 
wide crusade, supported, we read, by ‘““Human- 
ists, Unitarians, Ethical Culturalists, American 
civil Liberties Union, American Jewish Con- 
gress, Protestants and Other Americans United 
For the Separation of Church and State, left- 
wingers, secularists, materialists and atheists.” 


In Islip, Long Island (to give one specific 
instance) the local board of education in- 
structed teachers to refer to the occasion a: 
“the winter holidays.” 


Civic, veteran, and some religious groups — 
but mainly Christian individuals — protestec 
so forcefully that the board withdrew its bai. 
on the word Christmas and on traditional cel 
ebrations in the classrooms, 
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This takes care of putting Christ back in 
Christmas in the schools of Islip, Long Island 
— for this year. If the board of education of 
Islip learned any lesson in their defeat we can 
be reasonably sure it wasn’t a spiritual one. 


The diety of Jesus Christ has become a great 
‘problem’ to those who show such determina- 
tion to obliterate Him. How confusing it is to 
simple folk, who still believe in absolutes, that 
those who cry out loudest for The Brotherhood 
of Man, and World Peace arid International 
Understanding — can almost always be found 
crying out loudest against tribute to the Prince 
of Peace Who, indeed, understood all men 
and offered them the only real brotherhood 
possible! 


The board of education in Islip — and those 
of similar ilk — will probably be back next 
year with a smoother approach. It shouldn’t be 
dificult for them to learn how to abandon 
their frontal assault and accomplish the same 
purpose by coming around to the back door. 
This system has already been perfected by the 
UNICEF Greeting Card Fund, United Na- 
tions, New York (UNICEF means United 
Nations International Children’s Emergency 


Fund). 
The UNICEF Greeting Card Fund each year 


advertises Christmas Cards which, according 
to the brochure, are sold for the benefit of 
*SAll the World’s Children.” The cards have 
been designed by what UNICEF obviously 
considers leading international artists. 


The expensive-looking advertising brochure 
invites your order for the benefit of the 
“United Nations Children’s Fund.” It shows 
“Christmas” cards depicting scenes from 
North Europe (entitled “‘Sleighbells”) ; from 
Asia (entitled “Pipes and Drums’); from 
South America (entitled ‘“The Organ Grind- 
er”); and from North America (entitled 
“Carol Singers”). Other cards are called 
“Shepherd Boy With Flute,” “Writing”; and 
there are two cards from a Mexican folk-artist 
named Rangel Hidalgo who, says UNICEF, is 
“known for the brilliance of his color.” 


A generous space in the brochure has been 
given to a card designed by Ben Shahn (who 
has long been a UNICEF favorite). Mr. 
Shahn’s design is entitled ‘The Trumpeter” 
(not to be confused with anything Biblical) 
and is described as an offering ‘“‘to meet the 
repeated demand for a special edition design by 
the purchaser who, at the same time, wishes to 
make a larger contribution to the Children’s 


Fund.” 


Possibly some of the ‘organizations’ (often 
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called ‘fronts’) which Mr. Shahn has been sup- 
porting for years will be interested in this one. 


One UNICEF Christmas card is entitled, 
with simple dignity, ‘“Human Rights.” Cre- 
ated by Leo Lionni, the card depicts what ap- 
pears to be two nude, faceless figures (one is 
black and the other brown), who are appar- 
ently reaching for each other in front of what 
may be Mr. Lionni’s version of a wigwam. 


This card appealed to me particularly. It 
brought back memories of my youth, when a 
fourth grade art teacher refused to consider an 
equally talented effort of mine as acceptable 
for class display during Education Week. 


There are other ‘Christmas cards’ available 
from UNICEF: One is illustrative of Sweden, 
one of Canada, one of India; and others picture 
life in Peru and Japan. 


One looks and looks for the Christ Child and 
finally finds Him in the most attractive design 
illustrated—the small Babe nestled in the arms 
of the beautiful Virgin. Apparently, however, 
those who assembled the brochure didn’t know 
who the child and lady were. The card is labeled 
“Mother and Child” and is described as a pic- 


ture of ‘“‘a universal mother and her child.” 


Yes, the board of education of Islip can 
learn from the experts and study the UNICEF 
brochure to good advantage. Undoubtedly, the 
cards will sell well. An appeal for funds for 
the ““United Nations Children’s Fund” will be 
far more attractive to many people than any 
appeal from those who cry: “At least, at this 
time, let us honor our Savior on the magnifi- 
cent occasion of His holy birth!” 


M y own birthday is in the spring. It comes 
around each year about the time the first tulips 
come up at our door and the oaks sprout new 
leaves which will later shade our lawn. My 
family love the early tulips, and those majestic 
oaks are very dear to us all. But if my children 
ever came to me and said, ““This year we have 
decided to replace your birthday with a ‘Spring 
Festival’ or ‘Sisterhood of Oak Day’ ” — well, 
I would be crushed. The occasion isn’: much 
— but it is my birthday! 

I am only human, with the limitations of a 
mortal. And I am secure in the thought that 
my family love me too much to do such a 
thoughtless thing. 


But, then, Christ expected to give more love 
than He received. And maybe He isn’t as dis- 


mayed by all this as are those of us who love 
Him. 


WHO IS DAN SMOOT? 


Dan Smoot was born in Missouri. Reared in Texas, he attended SMU in Dallas, taking BA and MA degrees 


from that university in 1938 and 1940. 


In 1941, he joined the faculty at Harvard as a Teaching Fellow in English, doin duate work for the de 
of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of American Civilization. mines wit 


In 1942, he took leave of absence from Harvard in order to join the FBI. At the close of the war, he stayed 


in the FBI, rather than return to Harvard. 


He served as an FBI Agent in all parts of the nation, handling all kinds of assignments. But for three and a half 

pate he worked exclusively on communist investigations in the industrial midwest. For two years following that, 
was on FBI headquarters staff in Washington, as an Administrative Assistant to J. Edgar Hoover. 

_ After nine and a half years in the FBI, Smoot resigned to help start the Facts Forum movement in Dallas. As the 

radio and television commentator for Facts Forum, Smoot, for almost four years spoke to a national audience giving 


both sides of great controversial issues. 


In July, 1955, he resigned and started his own independent program, in order to give only one side — the side 


that uses 


damental American principles as a yardstick for measuring all important issues. 


If you believe that Dan Smoot is providing effective tools for those who want to think and talk and write on 
the side of freedom, you can help immensely by subscribing, and encouraging others to subscribe, to The Dan Smoot 


Report. 
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